This paper explores the productive role of provocation in YouTube publics in the context of two culturally and geographically situated visual events that took place in New Zealand throughout 2011.
Introduction
What is broadly referred to as digital citizenship is usually concerned with ethical behaviour in online environments, and takes aim at problematic or aberrant forms of participation.
1 Through a related lens, references to 'trolls', troll histories and sites, trolling events and behaviours have caught the attention of mainstream media and have begun to feature in ethnographic scholarship. Both frames of reference, however, can easily elide the complex set of practices, ways of acting, and modes of use and participation that are encompassed by the participatory potential of many online platforms. At worst, they advocate for online spaces that are affectless. A dynamic or pluralistic participatory experience includes not just being affected by new forms and flows of networked media content and communication, but also the power to affect with new forms of reciprocal capacity to act out and even 'act up'. That is, participation includes activism, resistance and conflict as much as the creative deployment of new media literacies and productive cultures of media co-creation encompassed by ideal forms of networked publics. This paper examines the emergence of what might be considered by some as problematic networked publics in the context of YouTube videos of public events, and forms of engagement that may be typically described as aberrant, as exhibiting qualities of 'trolling' or 'hating'. The analysis here demonstrates, though, that as acts, as cultures of practice and as modes of social media use and participation, what has come to be called trolling should be taken as a starting point rather than a vague end point for understanding the place of provocation in its multiple, highly contextualised and always changing forms. As they are levelled at the various aberrant uses of successive networked and participatory media sites, the terms flaming, hating and trolling become increasingly ineffectual. Rather than isolating the characteristics of trolls my aim here is to shift the focus to the multifarious and sometimes quite inane acts of provocation that characterise YouTube video and comment spaces. The main contention here is that provocation should be understood in context and examined in terms of the way it can not only problematise, but also productively intensify, vitalise and sustain publics within social media sites. The analysis is framed by Isin and Nielsen's (2008) notion of acts of citizenship, as a way of rethinking the common sense of the term digital citizenship that positions provocation, vitriol and conflict as 'aberrant' forms of online participation. I position such conflict as a productive element of social media spaces by reference to the political theory of 'agonistic pluralism' as conceived by Chantal Mouffe (2000) . Agonistic pluralism describes modes of democratic sociality that are always and necessarily contested, where conflict remains ineradicable, but may be productively accommodated by social institutions and platforms that allow space for the flow of passion and contested interaction among adversaries.
The context for this research is two events that occurred in New Zealand in 2011: a major earthquake in Christchurch on February 22, and a 'flash mob' performance of a haka (traditional Maori war cry or challenge) in an Auckland shopping centre on September 4. These typify the kinds of events that initiate a broad local, national and international sphere of public engagement particularly through the access afforded by platforms such as YouTube. Following both of these events, videos were uploaded to YouTube, and in the subsequent months attracted a significant number of views and global attention. The two videos attracted extensive and at times intensely vitriolic comments and exchanges (there were more than 18,000 comments for the earthquake video and over 2,500 for the flash haka). In association with the public events they record, the two videos are themselves provocative of empathy or cultural pride. In this sense, for many users and onlookers the vitriolic quality of much of the expression associated with these particular videos is particularly disturbing because it grates with a normative encounter with the events depicted.
The videos of the Christchurch earthquake and Auckland flash mob haka were chosen for a number of reasons. The devastating scale of the Christchurch earthquake drew global attention at a time when other large-scale disasters such as the earthquake in Haiti (2010) and earthquake and Tsunami in Japan (2011) were dominating global and social media. Likewise, the flash haka was linked directly to the Rugby Union World Cup held in New Zealand in September 2011, which drew extensive international television audiences. In this sense, both videos address or work to generate local, regional and global publics giving rise to both widespread attention and potential for conflict among commenters. Comparing the participatory fields for both a traumatic and celebratory event paints a more detailed picture of the centrality of provocation and the complexity of vitriolic forms of expression and exchange in the production of YouTube's contested, pluralistic publics.
YouTube, social media publics and digital citizenship
Most observers and commentators note that YouTube is a highly unstable and dynamic entity evolving constantly through iterations of interface, structures, rules, norms and cultures of use, and in terms of the millions of hours of video content that constitutes one key part of its raison d'être. As a repository for digital video, YouTube hosts both mainstream commercial video production and vernacular and user-generated video, with capacity for user commenting and interaction. The global accessibility of the site and the enormous cache of video have contributed to the increase in video viewing online. As of May 2011, according to the Pew Research Centre, 71% of adult Internet users in the US reported viewing videos through sites such as YouTube or Vimeo, a 5% increase from 2010, and a 38% increase from 2006 (Moore, 2011: 2,3) . Capturing by far the largest share of Internet video production and consumption, YouTube has achieved mainstream status.
Rather than simply a new site for traditional commercial media consumption, Burgess and Green see YouTube as 'operating as a coordinating mechanism between individual function and collective creativity and meaning production' (Burgess and Green, 2009: 37) . The audience or user centred perspective is vital, they argue, to understanding the cultural or social impact of YouTube. And while Snickars and Vonderau (2009: 12) note the common perspective on the typical 'YouTuber' as someone who 'just surfs the site occasionally, watching videos and enjoying it', with only the minority uploading the vast content, YouTube plays a significant role in creating 'content communities' and spaces for ongoing interaction. In its early iterations at least, YouTube's important generative function has emerged from its multiple roles 'as a high-volume website, a broadcast platform, a media archive, and a social network' (Burgess and Green, 2009: 5) . This combines with the central role that broadcast and print media have played in creating the kinds of '"big-media"-related events' that drove attention to particular YouTube videos and helped make it the place to view and upload video (Burgess and Green, 2009: 3) . A number of design iterations between 2006 and 2012 have emphasised the social networking aspect of the site, and YouTube has encouraged user registration and foregrounded 'channels' around which the platform's social networking functions operate. Patricia Lange (2008a: 362) also identifies the formation of YouTube communities in the practices through which 'participants manipulate media to maintain social networks and intimacy amid public scrutiny'.
The conflict, and subsequent moral panics, often associated with the use of YouTube by young people is often associated with the relative lack of constraints placed on posting videos or commenting. Burgess and Green cite the work of Drotner, (2008) and Jenkins et al. (2006) to frame forms of YouTube participation in terms of new media literacies, where 'active and creative participation might also be used to help young people learn to be more "critical" of media messages' (Burgess and Green, 2009: 71) . Commenting and sharing are important components in this sense of active and creative participation. In a large scale study of YouTube comments, Thelwall and Pardeep (2011) examine the characteristics of authors of comments, of the comments themselves, and the topics and factors that trigger and sustain comments. They contend that commenters are on average in their late twenties and come from a range of countries, though around a third identify as from USA (Thelwall and Pardeep, 2011: 7, 9) . Amongst other results, they found a high prevalence of negative comments in videos with a high total number of comments, and that controversial or perhaps 'provocative', topics such as politics and religion were most likely to trigger and sustained comments and discussion (Thelwall and Pardeep, 2011: 14) . This signals the importance of the economy of attention that can build around particular videos, and indicates the kinds of contested publics that can form around particular online content as well as the counter uses and potential for conflict within the site. Within the comments field there is extensive scope for reactive, 'deviant' or 'aberrant' participation. As an aspect of the contested terrain around 'digital citizenship' it is this power to act, or to 'act-up' that I will explore here through a review of approaches to what has been deemed problematic participation through notions such as flaming, hating and trolling, and by developing a less reactive concept of provocation as an aspect of 'agonistic' public to account for these powers of expression and participation enabled by YouTube.
The notion of citizenship has its origins in the nineteenth century and is commonly understood in relation to those rights, obligations, duties and forms of conduct associated with a nation state.
Contest over the term revolves around the discord between the 'formal' and 'substantive' aspects of citizenship, between its 'relational status (mutual obligations) and individual identity (personal attributes)' (Hartley, 2012: 136) . This is particularly pressing in those acts, obligations and behaviours associated with 'networked publics' (Ito, 2008) . For Hartley (2012: 14) , 'Citizenship has changed by being practiced in conditions of semiotic plenty, play, and commercial consumer culture, all of which are amplified, networked, and coordinated anew in online media'. In addition, and counter to the often idealised understandings of online participation, 'citizenship is at heart a combative (ideological, mythologizing) term, with a long history of bloodshed, struggle, resistance, hope, fear, and terror caught up in its train' (Hartley, 2012: 136) . In seeking to understand the multiforms of citizenship, as political, economic, and cultural, (Hartley, 2012: 141, 2) , Hartley notes the 'do-it-yourself' cultures of contemporary networked media, pointing to George McKay's (1998: 37) account of citizenship as 'the right to protest and the right to dance' (Hartley, 2012: 144) . In this sense, the work of cultural production in the form of TV satire, satirical news shows, and demotic attempting to isolate what is unique to new media environments, this scholarship is often highly technical and platform specific. Much of the research has focussed on, and consequently been criticised for its technological determinism, favouring a model of mediation that attempts to link reduced non-verbal cues to decreased inhibitions and thus an increase in conflict (Milne, 2010: 171) .
The persistent belief in the transformative effects of reduced interactive cues, altered feedback structures and flexible identification (or anonymity) offers a tempting, though problematic, starting point for categorising new forms of antagonistic online behaviour.
Attempts to define and refine flaming as a distinct category of 'problematic message' have not, however, resulted in conceptual agreement. O'Sullivan and Flanagan (2003) focus on the 'importance of the message sender's intent' despite difficulty in ascertaining that intent through available research methods including interviews. Lange (2006a Lange ( , 2006b ), on the other hand explores the 'flame claim', de-emphasising intent to focus instead on the experience of the recipient of hostile messages. As empirical confirmation, one study of YouTube users tellingly identifies some degree of uncertainty from users about what flaming actually is, and disagreement as to whether particular comments or videos could be considered flames or not (Moor et al., 2010 (Moor et al., : 1544 by their definition ('displaying hostility by insulting, swearing or using otherwise offensive language'), is simply meant to express disagreement or an alternative opinion or humorous play (Moor et al., 2010 (Moor et al., : 1537 . Ultimately, for Milne, 'much of the literature of flaming has understood the phenomenon to operate as a unified, empirically verifiable, unproblematic, socio-linguistic category ' (2010: 172) , and Milne repeats Vrooman's (2002) point that research on flaming is profoundly ahistorical and decontextualised. Like Vrooman, Milne argues that 'the view that flaming is an aberration and a deviation from an ideal of calm communication, needs to be revised ' (2010: 172) .
Recent studies have altered and refined the language used to categorise different forms of online expression and interaction, to either reflect the terms used by users themselves or to account for the specificity of practices, the variety of genres of antagonism and vitriol, and their differences to earlier Internet contexts. In the context of social media sites such as YouTube, Facebook and Twitter, the terms 'trolling' or 'hating' have become more common than flaming. In an early piece on identity and virtual community Donath (1999: 43) positions trolling in newsgroups as a form of deception and manipulation, often with tacit consent of community members, but with the potential to disrupt, offend or 'disseminate bad advice'. Taking up Donath's identity deception focus, Dahlberg (2001) sees trolling as aiming to 'embarrass, anger, and disrupt', and states that 'it is often undertaken merely for amusement, but is sometimes driven by more 'serious' motives including political goals' (Dahlberg, 2001 ). More recently, and in the context of the Reddit.com discussion forums, Bergstrom (2011) defines trolling in relation to the anger, harm or discomfort resulting from its transgressions of particular community norms: 'To be trolled is to be made a victim, to be caught along in the undertow and be the butt of someone else's joke'. Similarly, Phillips (2011) explores the emergent practice of 'RIP trolling', where the deliberate defacement and disruption of public access Facebook memorial pages can be considered a kind of activism or at least a form of 'disaster humor' that works on some levels to critique 'tragedy-obsessed global media'. And while the language of trolling has been associated with YouTube participation, 'hating' or 'haters' are also terms in common use to describe forms of vitriolic provocation in that environment (Lange, 2007) . Lange acknowledges, however, that these categories and practices are always 'relative, interactional, and negotiable ' (2007: 42) , and therefore neither easily managed nor defined for the purposes of research and scholarship.
It is possible to draw out of the above approaches to online hostility a broader concept of provocation that can account for the affective power not just at play in specific user interactions or personality types, but also as a quality of the visual texts, and in the passionate expression of collective forms of identification. The acts associated with these varied, and ultimately problematic terms can be better accounted for through an understanding of 'acts of citizenship' that incorporates, simultaneously, the political, ethical, and aesthetic (Isin and Nielsen, 2008 ) in terms of a wide variety of forms of provocation and affective engagement. Each of the terms used to describe forms of 'aberrant' participation become problematic where they are used to generalise on the basis of an essentialised identity type (flamer, troll, hater), or delineate and normalise a set of (aberrant) behaviours. 'Acts' of citizenship, Isin argues, places emphasis on the processes or events of becoming citizen, rather than a priori subject positions fixed legally, institutionally or historically (Isin, 2008: 39) . The important thing, for Isin, is that in addition to the implied legal status of citizenship, 'it also involves practices of making citizens -social, political, cultural and symbolic ' (2008: 17) . This may include everyday acts that are not normally considered as political but nonetheless instantiate constituency in a way that is dialogical (Isin, 2008: 18) . While 'acts of violence, hospitality, hostility, indifference, love, friendship and so on' are not reducible to citizenship, they can be intertwined in significant ways (Isin, 2008: 19) .
In better accounting for what is broadly understood as digital citizenship, the aim then is not to understand the specific behaviours of 'trolls' or 'haters', but to conceptualise and examine acts themselves that might best be characterised as forms of provocation as the impetus or intensifying force that vitalises and sustains online participation. Along similar lines, van Zoonen, Vis and Hihelj In her critique of the deliberative and aggregative models of democracy of Jürgen Habbermas and John Rawls, Mouffe argues that political theory has failed to account for the persistence of conflict and the constitutive nature of power in society (Mouffe, 2000: 125) . This aligns with the recent work of Bülent Dicken who also emphasises omnipresence of violence in society, arguing that conflict is 'the main principle of life' and is constitutive of the social in ways that have been poorly understood or rationalised away (2009: 108). For Dicken 'even though society is basically a reasonable form of togetherness, passions thus remain significant elements of conduct in it. And because there are passions, social identities cannot be constituted independently from passion, or antagonism' (Dicken, 2009: 108) . Passion or affect in this sense is constitutive of the political and of relations of power (Ruddick, 2010 ). Mouffe's concept of 'agonistic pluralism' places both conflict and power at its core. Agonism generally refers to those productive forms of conflict that follow from a pluralistic society with irreducible forms of difference. In this way Mouffe defines agonism as a struggle between adversaries, where the aim of democratic politics should be to recognise the need to provide 'channels through which collective passions can express themselves while simultaneously permitting modes of identification that will label the opponent not as an enemy but as an adversary' (2000: 126-7). By recognising the productive potential of the adversary, Mouffe avoids reducing all conflict to the destructive or annihilating aims of some forms of antagonism. The analysis below shows the enactment of such an agonistic space over a sustained period in relation to YouTube videos of traumatic and celebratory public events.
Contesting the comments field: Engaging, provoking and responding
While it should not be assumed that YouTube videos of public events constitutes those events in their entirety -the event always exceeds any attempt to capture or express its individual or collective qualities -it is in relation to witness videos and images circulating through both commercial and public news media and social media that events are increasingly encountered and responded to publicly (McCosker, 2013) . Hence, such encounters can be understood as dynamic formations of publics that operate through and on the events themselves. Though the two events here are very different, they work quite similarly to provoke and sustain online publics through the practices afforded within YouTube.
The 6:08 minute edited, but 'raw' or unvoiced, video titled 'Major earthquake hits Christchurch, New Zealand' was uploaded to YouTube by TVNZ on the day of the earthquake. 
Affective expression: Grief, pride and varieties of vitriol
Engagement with the two videos, and interactions within the comment fields can be described on the whole as highly affective, offering a site for the expression of grief, horror and sympathy, for instance in relation to the earthquake, or celebration and cultural pride in relation to the haka. In both cases aggressive vitriol, bigotry and antagonism is expressed consistently throughout the observation period. While interpretation is required by both researcher and general reader alike in marking distinctions between the qualities of affective expression, the broad sense of support or hostility are usually clear if also nuanced. Nonetheless, the aim of this analysis was not to specify or quantify distinct boundaries for forms of affective expression, but to examine and emphasise the blurring of the affective qualities of the expression and interaction and the uncertain origins of provocation in the form of vitriolic expression. The theoretical perspectives outlined above regarding 'agonistic pluralism' and the work of Phillips (2011), for instance, suggests that the passionate expressions of sadness or exuberant cultural celebration may be themselves considered forms of provocation in the same way that sexualised vitriol at other points could be considered a form of (perhaps overly aggressive) critical reaction to the public display of grief or cultural pride.
Christchurch earthquake
There was an observable concentration of comments close to the February earthquake that could be Expressions of support and sympathy also enact a located and relational national or cultural identity. TO THE FAMILIES OF THE EARTHQUAKE VICTIMS: You can rest assured I and the rest of the world are pleased your piece of shit family member is dead and rotting in the ground, we laugh at your suffering and think it's pathetic you are upset because your family member was an insignificant worm who was shit while they were alive and now they are dead squashed filthy shit rotting in the ground. Especially those two filthy babies that were squashed REST IN PISS YOU FUCKING RODENT PIECES OF SHIT (Annieberkowitz8, April).
Provocative and vitriolic comments such as this often attract many responses, often themselves highly vitriolic and contextualised in relation to the seriousness of the trauma of the earthquake.
While this might be understood in terms of a discourse of 'trolling' practices, both the initial vitriolic expression, and the equally vitriolic responses can be understood more fruitfully as varied forms of provocation that instigate and help to sustain interaction and attention to place, personal experience and the tragedy of the events -a point to which I will return below.
Auckland flash haka
The majority of comments in response to the flash haka were expressive of support, pride, cultural celebration. Common to these forms of expression is a sense of affective excess, a passionate Gotta love the Maori culture -it's what gives NZ it's own unique identity from the rest of the world and you can't help but admire and appreciate the cultural pride and honour that these young men have as they represent our tupuna (ancestors) in this haka. NEone that says otherwise are just jealous and can't grasp this concept so go tell it to someone who cares!!! (missownz, October)
Expressions of support and celebration often exhibit multiple and complex layers of identification with place, nationality, cultural ancestry and history. Often these comments are defensive or actively seek to shore up cultural identification. That is, they enact forms of 'cultural citizenship' through continuous affirmation of cultural membership. To this end Maori language is often used as an inclusionary and exclusionary device. 'Wow that was "AWESOME! A significant number of comments could be described as vitriolic provocation, incitement or spite.
However, as with the Christchurch earthquake video, the provocation running through the comments field takes many different forms and is multi-directional. It features often as forms of bigotry, particularly racial bigotry, which often incites equally aggressive forms of defence of cultural identity and practice. But it also takes the form of exuberant or even aggressive expressions of cultural and national pride. Some of the provocation takes a fairly non-inflammatory, humourinflected form: 'they were lucky it wasnt a flash spelling bee' (bobofaggins, September); 'how does this help the world? other than making bystanders laugh at you' (getbakedtonight, Septemebr).
Many short comments express simple forms of racially framed and humour-inflected provocation: 'after the Haka they then went to your house and robbed you lol' (lordcrumb07, November).
Much of the vitriolic provocation seems carefully constructed to initiate ongoing reactions and to draw attention. Unlike the earthquake video, this type of provocation mostly takes the form of racial bigotry and comes from individual commenters framing their provocation in a way that directly counteracts the cultural pride more commonly expressed. One user, TheJayEffkay, offers some typical examples later in the observation period, between 1 and 3 months after the event and video 
Responding to provocation: Agonistic contest
Vitriolic expression and conflict within these two YouTube publics can be understood as productive intensifiers if a broad sense of the notion of provocation is applied. By considering provocation as the dynamic force or expressive tool that sets in motion a sustained public engagement with these two events (one tragic, the other celebratory), we arrive at an understanding of digital citizenship and of YouTube as a participatory space that incorporates, and perhaps also accommodates conflict and cruelty. In the analysis of the interactions surrounding these two events, it became clear that affective expressions of grief, pride and invective as forms of provocation and counter provocation were continually folded into each other in ways that intensified and sustained collective engagement. Acts of provocation and counter provocation can be seen here as integral (rather than simply aberrant) acts of digital citizenship.
Posing an ontological difference between 'action' and 'the act', or the broad character of the actions of citizens versus specific acts of citizenship, Isin (2008) provides the conceptual grounds that also links, for instance individual and collective expressions and interactions in online spaces within a post-state notion of citizenship. In fact, Isin's penetrating theorization of 'the act' offers a way of moving beyond the identifying designation of 'troll' or the action of 'trolling', to understand the variable, affective and intensive forms of provocation that these terms imply but also elide. Drawing on Robert Ware (1973) , Isin argues that 'the essence of an act, as distinct from conduct, practice, behaviour and habit, is that an act is a rupture in the given' (Isin, 2008: 25) . That is, central to the infinitive verb form 'to act' is the impetus 'to begin, create or disrupt' (Isin, 2008: 21, 22) . 'To act means to get something in motion, to begin not just something new but oneself as the being that acts to begin itself' (Isin, 2008: 27) . Equally it incorporates the notion of performance that can be either genuine or counterfeit and signals a break with authentic or essential being and expression;
and includes the potential to 'act up' as disgraceful or anti-social conduct (Isin, 2008: 21, 22 ).
Networked publics can be defined by their ephemeral and unpredictable nature (Ito, 2008 It is the category of counter provocation in these interactions that most significantly affects our ability to delineate trolling as a discrete form of comment practice. When we look at the comments themselves, for both videos' comments field, it is difficult to distinguish origins for the vitriol, rather there is only escalating levels of aggressive expression, and difficult to distinguish initial from responding vitriol. In the Christchurch earthquake comments, direct replies often take the form of Expectedly, responses of this sort might also provoke lengthy exchanges, drawing both vitriolic contest and agreement. These exchanges constituted an ongoing contest over the comment space, but one that also had the effect of dramatically extending the dynamic public that formed around the event in relation to the video.
Likewise, for the Auckland flash haka video, much of the vitriolic provocation seems deliberately constructed to initiate ongoing reactions and to draw attention. As noted above, this provocation mostly takes the form of racial bigotry and comes from individual commenters framing their comments in a way that directly counteracts the cultural pride more commonly expressed.
Interestingly, in this case, there is also an attempt to collectively engage in transformational dialogue, a kind of pedagogy of Maori culture and history. A good example took the form of a long exchange that followed from a provocation connecting Maori men with domestic violence (a specific, targeted cultural and racial provocation) by elgar104: '….and when they get home, they take it out (for real) on their partners, children.....' (elgar104, September Comments and exchanges such as these are often both vitriolic and generative of a plurality of acts of citizenship. The original and responding provocations put significant cultural boundary work in motion -in the form often passionate expressions of selfhood and in the broader sense of becoming national, social or cultural. And this sense of cultural acts of citizenship is vital to how we might understand YouTube and other lightly moderated social media spaces as enabling a wide range of practices (including the use of vitriolic or aggressive expression) -those forms of acting up that are often condemned as aberrant misuses of social media sites. A crucial opportunity is offered here to accommodate the expression of collective passions, vitriolic and cruel as they also might be, in an agonistic mode where acts of provocation play a legitimate and productive, if uncomfortable, role.
Conclusions: Provocation and Agonistic Video Publics
Following Mouffe, Bülent Dicken characterises agonism as 'an element of public culture and politics that can accommodate cruelty' (2009: 108). The provocation described above is context dependent, and seeks not to achieve some outright victory of presence and righteousness, but to intensify and sustain engagement, affect attention, and contest forms of participation. The provocative and often vitriolic expression associated with the two videos serves this purpose, functioning not merely as a simple ideological, racial or sexual and gendered antagonism. While we must acknowledge the problem of normalising bigotry and vilification within public discourse, the most symbolically violent forms of bigotry and vitriol expressed in these comment fields are also tools for intensifying an agonistic space that seeks to draw out and multiply interaction or reaction and extract responses.
Provocation operates here as an active, resistant and creative probing for affect, and is highly context specific and relational. If there is a commonality to what might be categorised as expressive acts associated with the vitriolic expression described here, it lies in this agonistic sense of searching for an adversary and trying to best them, or at least maintain contact; and in response, to shore up bonds of identification and agreement. Each of these operates as acts of citizenship that we would do well to acknowledge as legitimate uses of a dynamic participatory space.
In response to both videos analysed here, the vast majority of comments engage at least indirectly, but often explicitly, with the events and experiences depicted and many refer to specific aspects of the video or its production. For both videos, there is strong and repeated identification with place, nationality and culture; though reference to place and nationality is more common in the earthquake video, and reference to culture and aspects of cultural identity and practices is stronger in the haka video. This renders the comments as highly contextual, specifically responsive to the events depicted, the places and cultural practices or experiences they involve in ways that retain a capacity to 'provoke' and maintain a pluralistic public.
While we can identify and characterise affective varieties of vitriolic expression throughout the comments field, it is fruitless to correlate that with one or more 'actors' definable as trolls or haters despite the temptation to do so. What is clear, however, is that vitriolic forms of provocation and vitriolic responses work as expressive tools to engage with the video, events and with others in an agonistic contest that extends the public that forms around these video events. The other key observation made here for both videos, but particularly the flash haka, is that provocation tends to drive a greater number of respondents to band together to protect a more positive viewing of the video, events and experiences. The productive role of provocation in these contexts lies in the resultant desire to pull together in response, and to push back, often equally aggressively. In both the earthquake and haka contexts, the resulting flow of expression in response to provocation simply exemplifies this desire to assemble within and in relation to the visual expression of place (and its destruction) on the one hand, and cultural pride and belonging on the other.
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